Introduction
This paper examines the four issues raised in the original task title, but with respect to Finally, how accurate a test is it, not only in terms of its validity and reliability but also with respect to its fairness?
Although the author presents his position on these issues in turn, he will devote a larger proportion of the paper to the matter of accuracy because it seems necessary to demonstrate an understanding of the concepts relating to a test's accuracy and an ability to critique a particular test in these regards. Some implications for test-users and test-takers are also forwarded, with particular reference to the Japanese context, as well as some suggestions for future research in currently neglected areas.
Background and overview
Developed by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), the test was first administered in Japan on December 2nd, 1979 to 2,710 examinees (Woodford, 1982: 5) . Currently available in 39 countries, with 1.5 million tests annually (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 2001 ), Korean and Japanese examinees made up 94% of the total in 1997 (Sharron, 1997: 26) . Used by government agencies, language schools, academic institutions and over 4000 corporations world-wide (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1999: 4) for a wide variety of uses (discussed in section 3.2), it is promoted as the world's leading commercially available test of English ability for business purposes.
The test uses a multiple-choice format and comprises two equally weighted sections, one for listening, the other for reading, divided into four and three parts respectively (appendix 1) and takes about two hours to administer. Examinees mark their answers in preprinted test books which are then machine-scored, facilitating a turn-around of results in as little as 48 hours (TOEIC® Service International, 1999: 3) . These results take the form of three 'equated', numerical scores: one for each section, plus the combined 'total score', which ranges from 10-990 points. (Section 4 exemplifies what these scores reportedly mean in terms of actual English ability.) Though it only tests for listening and reading directly, it also claims to measure speaking and writing abilities indirectly (Woodford, 1982: 9-16 ), a claim further examined in section 6.
Necessity
If a test cannot be justified on the grounds that it is necessary, then there seems little point taking the time, effort or financial and material resources required to develop it. By examining three differing perspectives, those of the sceptic, the test-user and the examinee, the author argues in favour of the test's necessity, both in principle and in practice.
A sceptic's view
A sceptic might argue that the test is unnecessary, firstly in principle, because
candidates' self-assessment of their English abilities is equally valid, reliable and fair and is also more cost-effective. Secondly, that it is unnecessary in practice because it is essentially self-serving in that the Chauncey Group International Limited's 1 (hereafter 'the test's managers') only motivation for providing the test is to make a profit. In support, he might say that to this end, it deliberately plays on the (particularly Japanese) desire to approach nativespeaker fluency, by expressing results as numerical scores, rather than as categorical pass grades (e.g. A, B and C) or a potentially demotivating fail. Examinees are thus enticed to continually retake the test to improve their score, so maximising the test manager's profits.
Indeed, their own research shows that 32% of Japanese examinees have taken the test three times or more (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 2000: 12) .
Such criticisms however lack substance. Candidates' self-evaluation of their English abilities are generally considered insufficient because they are subjective and non-systematic (Owen, 1997: 4) , i.e. potentially inaccurate and inconsistent. Hughes also notes:
…we have to recognise the need for a common yardstick, which tests provide, in order to make meaningful comparisons. (Hughes, 1989: 4 (Woodford, 1997: 13) , which evidences a desire to provide a quality product.
Necessity from the test-users' standpoint
The two main contexts in which the test is used are the corporate and language education settings.
Corporate use
Each corporation uses the test to solve its own unique problems, but the TOEIC® Steering Committee highlights its more common uses:
…test scores are used by corporations, language schools, government agencies, etc., for the purpose of hiring; choosing persons for overseas posts; assigning to, or promoting employees within departments where English is needed; identifying employees with sufficient English ability to benefit from overseas training programs; determining the effectiveness of English language training programs; and assigning to or determining placement within English language-training programs. A leading factor contributing in the importance of the...test to Japanese companies is the movement towards placing manufacturing facilities overseas.
(TOEIC® Steering Committee, unknown: 4).
This wide range of uses evidences the main argument in favour of its necessity in practice: it enables businesses to solve many of their personnel issues in the cost-effective, rapid, accurate and convenient manner which they require (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1999: 8) and to do so based on independent information which facilitates fair comparisons (Hughes, 1989: 10) . It has become a powerful management tool, without which, well-informed personnel decisions might be more problematic. Its necessity is further emphasised in light of reports indicating that applicants and employees often lack the English skills which their positions demand (TOEIC® Steering Committee, unknown: 1; Chavanich, 1989 , in Gelb, 1989 Nakatsu, 2000) .
If, as the test's managers point out, companies worldwide recognise that English language proficiency is central to their success in the international marketplace (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1999: foreword), then they need the TOEIC® test, or at least an equivalent instrument, to assess employees' English abilities. The implication is that without it, they risk making poor personnel choices that may subsequently adversely affect corporate performance.
Language education
Recently, language education institutions have also started using the test, mainly for four purposes: a) Placement testing (TOEIC® Service International, 1999: 3) .
b) End-of-course assessment (Hemingway, 1999: 3) .
c) Pre-/post-testing, i.e. measurement of achievement or proficiency gain over a course (Geis and Fukushima, 1997: 19; Gelb, 1990a: 3).
d)
Helping students to find suitable employment (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1998a: section 2).
The author has serious reservations concerning the use of the TOEIC® test for purposes a-c above, but elaboration is beyond the scope of this paper. It is sufficient to illustrate here that such institutions perceive firstly, that a test of some kind is necessary, both in principle and practice and secondly, that the TOEIC® test fulfils this need more appropriately than other available tools.
Necessity from the test-takers' standpoint
Although the test provides motivation for students to study (Woodford, 1993 (Woodford, : 3, 1994 Chauncey Group International Ltd., 2000b) and improves job applicants' confidence during the screening process (Woodford, 1994: 4) , the main reasons given by the test's managers for taking the test are that:
[it enables] you to: verify your current level of English proficiency. qualify for a new position and/or promotion in your company. enhance your professional credentials. monitor your progress in English. set your own learning goals. involve your employer in advancing your English ability.
(Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1996: 6).
These points help to highlight the fact that most test-takers are either company or government employees or students studying the English language (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1998a: 4) . Unsurprisingly, some of these points also pertain to improving examinees' English either for the purpose of securing employment or enhancing existing job prospects and indeed Anacker (1993 , in Woodford, 1993 Since the labour market in many countries, including Japan, is currently depressed and looks set to remain so for some time, employers can and are demanding a wider range and higher level of skills from applicants and those seeking advancement. In response to this, many jobseekers and employees seem to understand the growing necessity to provide employers with a recognised measure of their English abilities as a standard part of their curriculum vitae. What was once an advantageous inclusion in a resume is increasingly becoming more of a prerequisite, particularly in qualification-oriented cultures such as Japan.
The implication is that those seeking employment or promotion without such qualifications in support, instead preferring to rely upon technical knowledge or experience alone, may become increasingly disadvantaged, particularly in multi-national corporations.
Thus, in response to the question "Is B's final observation correct?", i.e. whether the large-scale testing of candidates is necessary in principle, the author maintains that it is, both in principle and practice: from both the test-users' and examinees' perspectives it fulfils various essential roles in the business and language education contexts, which selfassessment cannot adequately fulfil. In line with the view that commercial test developers should facilitate test score interpretability (Woodford, 1982: 3; Hughes, 1989: 10; Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1998b : 2), the Educational Testing Service (1997) provides an advisory proficiency scale (appendix 2). When deciding proficiency levels for a particular position, 52.5% of the 758 companies surveyed responded that they use this scale as the sole basis for setting English proficiency standards (Educational Testing Service, 2000: 10) . By selecting the functional description which best describes the English abilities that a job-type demands, personnel officers can work backwards to find the corresponding test score range which they will require of applicants. For example, level B on the scale (730-860 points) describes the English abilities one might expect of someone taking an overseas assignment. For such work, Matsushita Electric Industrial Company in Japan requires employees to obtain 750 points (Makino, 1992 and Anam Industrial Company Limited of Korea requires 770 points (Gelb, 1990b: 4) . A similar procedure can also be used with 'standards charts' which individual companies create 'in house' after consideration of their specific needs. It is this flexibility of use that argues in favour of the more meaningful numerical scores over categorical pass (A, B, C etc.) or fail grades that the sceptic's viewpoint advocated.
Proficiency levels
Unsurprisingly, the more prominent the position in terms of exposure to, and productive use of English, the higher the proficiency level employers demand. For example, translators and managers need greater competence (typically 805-990 points) than drivers or carpenters (around 205-270 points) (Gelb, 1996: 3). It could be said then that the proficiency level any job requires is directly proportional to its potential for affecting overall corporate performance, particularly in the international marketplace.
Since developing foreign language skills to high levels takes time and effort, the implication is that those seeking more prominent positions need to take a more proactive stance as early as possible in their careers, to develop their foreign language competence.
However, as the next section shows, though predetermined proficiency levels help to set standards, other considerations sometimes intervene in their consistent application.
Consistent application of proficiency levels
Owen puts the question:
Does it often happen that the supposed required proficiency level is disregarded in the face of supervening economic or social considerations? (Owen, 1997: 127) .
As with section 4, this issue is not test-specific, but relates to how consistently policies pertaining to proficiency levels are applied and what other considerations may influence that application.
In the transcript (Owen, 1997: 10) , 'A' notes that " [universities] can't afford to turn [students] down". This may be particularly true for many private educational institutions worldwide, which by their very nature are not only seats of learning but also corporate enterprises of a sort. For example, in recent years educators in Japan have begun to lament the fact that, for demographic reasons, there are fewer students now than previously, resulting in increased competition among private institutions to attract students. Predictably, these institutions do sometimes lower their predetermined admission standards in order to remain financially viable. One implication of this phenomenon is that syllabus designers may have to account not only for students' lower starting levels but also for groups that may be more heterogeneous with respect to students' foreign language abilities. Another is that test designers may need to create or select tests that are more sensitive to distinctions at lower ability levels. Michigan English Placement Test scores, for example become uninterpretable below the 25% mark (Hemingway, 1999: 5) , as do the TOEIC® test scores, because examinees have a good chance of guessing that many answers correctly due to the 4-way multiple-choice format.
However, the situation in other industries may be quite different. Given that, for the sake of corporate performance, employees must be capable of fulfilling their professional duties, it might be argued that companies cannot afford not to turn down those with inadequate English proficiency. As noted above, in the current labour market, employers can be more selective, possibly resulting in fewer sub-standard candidates being accepted.
However, English proficiency, while very useful, is sometimes not the only criteria used to make personnel decisions. The Educational Testing Service's client survey (2000: 10) shows that 25% of companies questioned use the ETS's advisory proficiency scale in conjunction with other considerations. What those are is not specified, but probably include professional criteria such as candidates' technical knowledge, prior career experiences, other vocational or academic qualifications and seniority, plus social factors such as personal development, personality, age, gender and even a lack of more linguistically proficient applicants. Some employers may also be prepared to accept sub-standard foreign language proficiency in the short-term, in favour of a more well-rounded candidate, particularly if it is felt that he/she has the potential to obtain the required proficiency level with training at a later date. The implication is of course that if such staff are employed, employers must ensure that appropriate provision exists for subsequent language training.
It seems that private academic institutions and businesses may disregard their own proficiency standards, the former mainly for financial viability, i.e. economic considerations and the latter mainly for professional and/or social considerations which balance their need for people who can use English with their need for people who can do the job. However, organisations should be cognisant of the need for doing so on a well-reasoned and principled basis. It seems more appropriate then to view the degree of foreign language proficiency as one factor for consideration when making admissions or personnel decisions, rather than as the sole criterion.
Accuracy
Whether or not the test accurately measures examinees' receptive and productive English language proficiency can be evaluated by examining the three aspects of any test's accuracy: validity, reliability and fairness.
Validity
Validity is the extent to which a test measures what it intends to (Hughes, 1989: 22; Brown, 1994: 254) . Of the many types noted by Owen (1997: 18) , the most relevant here are construct, criterion-related (concurrent and predictive), content and face validities. Owen (1997: 20) notes the occasional confusion between construct and content validities, so the author will attempt briefly to tackle the issue here. A construct is a conceptualisation, operational definition or description of a phenomenon, such as listening or reading. Construct validity is the degree to which a test's tasks and topical contents 'operationalise' or tap into the construct as it has been described (Jafarpur, 1987: 199; Hughes, 1989: 26; Richards et al, 1992: 80; Brown, 1994: 256-7; Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 21) . Content validity however relates to the extent to which a test's content is proportionally representative of all of the construct's features (Jafarpur, 1987: 200; Hughes, 1989: 22; Bachman, 1990: 306; Richards et al, 1992: 81) . The confusion may occur because both types relate to a test's content, though in subtly different ways.
Construct validity
Various publications (Woodford, P., 1978 (Woodford, P., : 2, 1992 Suomi, 1992; Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1996 : 1, 1998a 1999: 8; Hemingway, 1999: 3) promote the test as one of general English language proficiency and vaguely imply that reading, listening, speaking and writing abilities are viewed as unitary, integrated skills.
However, no explicit operational definitions for these abilities, or for 'general proficiency', have been provided. Even if one accepts Hughes' (1989: 26) argument that this is unproblematic for 'common-sense constructs' such as reading and listening when tested directly, the claim that the test also measures speaking and writing indirectly would, even Hughes (ibid.) concedes, require operational definitions for those constructs. The overall impression given is that the test's managers have tended to skirt around the issue of construct description, so weakening the test's construct validity.
Instead, they rely entirely upon another, weaker method for demonstrating the TOEIC's construct validity: concurrent correlational evidence. They suggest that, since scores on the test correlate highly with other direct measures of reading, listening, speaking and writing, the TOEIC® test must also be measuring those same constructs (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1998a: section 3.1-3.2). However, this approach to evidencing construct validity is rather unpersuasive for two reasons. Firstly, correlational coefficients alone are insufficient evidence of high construct validity (Bachman, 1990: 258; Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 135) . Secondly, as the following section shows, the correlational evidence suffers from numerous weaknesses.
Criterion-related validity
Of the two types of criterion-related validity, concurrent and predictive, the test's managers concern themselves exclusively with the former. A test has concurrent validity with another if the two measures yield consistently very similar results, expressed as a high positive correlation co-efficient. The previous section mentioned that concurrent correlation techniques were used extensively to evidence the test's construct validity and the results of these are provided in tables 1 and 2 below. Table 1 shows good internal correlations between listening, reading and total scores at a very high level of significance, suggesting that both sections are measuring aspects of the same thing: 'general proficiency'. However, the data reported in table 2 suffer from various shortcomings, namely: though high on face validity (section 6.1.4), three of the concurrent tests were unvalidated and all were scored subjectively; the level of significance is reported for only one concurrent test, the LPI, making interpretation difficult; the sample sizes, though adequate, are not substantial; and no 'negative evidence' is offered to show that the test is not testing other, unrelated abilities, as advised by Bachman (1990: 259) . The claims made based on these data should therefore be treated with some scepticism. Even setting these weaknesses aside, as Bachman explains, the approach's rationale is fundamentally flawed:
[it] assumes that the criterion behaviour (test or other performance) can be validly interpreted as an indicator of the ability in question. Frequently evidence for the validity of the criterion itself is that it is correlated with other tests, or other indicators of the ability, which simply extends the assumption of validity to these other criteria, leading to an endless spiral of concurrent relatedness...
[but] only the process of construct validation can provide this evidential basis of validity. (Bachman, 1990: 249) .
In other words, the concurrent evidence presented is effectively circular, mutually supportive and neglects to make the necessary reference to descriptions of the constructs under examination.
The author concludes therefore that the test's concurrent validity is somewhat shaky.
This in turn further weakens the construct validity that relies upon it. Perhaps Woodford's concern over the test's validity is justified:
Frankly, we were less worried about reliability than we were about validity. Did our multiple-choice questions really measure the linguistic behaviours they were intended to measure? (Woodford, 1997: 13) .
The case presented here demonstrates that whether or not they do remains contentious. In other words, the needs analysis provided a relatively quick, easy, inexpensive but accurate method for identifying and selecting those features of the general 'target language use domain' (Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 44-45 ) necessary for inclusion in the test. This is a simple but effective solution for enhancing the content's relevance, exemplified in appendix 3. No claim is made that the test's content is proportionally representative of all the features contained within the theoretical constructs of reading or listening, indeed as previously mentioned, no operational definitions for these are given. Instead, the word "commonly"
implies that an attempt has been made to make the content proportional with regard to the types of tasks, language content and settings actually prevailing in reality. As such, though it is difficult to evaluate the test's content validity from the theoretical perspective, it does appear high from the practical standpoint. This view is further augmented by the extensive use of unmutilated, authentic target language (Woodford, 1978 (Woodford, : 2, 1982 Suomi, 1992: 17;  Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1999: 4) that the literature notes is an essential component of high quality content (Hughes, 1989: 15; Brown, 1994: 271; Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 23-25; Owen, 1997: 28) . It is important to note however that this only holds true for the test as a measure of reading and listening, not for writing and speaking, since these latter abilities are not actually tested.
Face validity
A test's face validity is the degree to which it is subjectively perceived to test what it claims to (Brown, 1994: 256; Hughes 1989: 27) and depends mainly upon the extent to which a test's topical content, task type(s) and context(s) mimic those of the corresponding real-life language use domain (Bachman, 1990: 315; Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 42) . High face validity is desirable because test-users' and examinees' perceptions of a test can beneficially or adversely affect enthusiasm for using or taking the test, motivation to perform optimally during the test and confidence in the test's scores (Brown, 1994: 256; Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 24) . As Jafarpur observes:
Being objectively valid is not enough for a test; it also requires face validity in order to function effectively in practice. (Jafarpur, 1987: 205) .
The TOEIC® test probably has high face validity as a measure of listening and reading skills because the test's tasks utilise these abilities directly and overtly. The same cannot be said however for the test as a measure of speaking and writing abilities because it does not sample these skills in any way.
To the author's knowledge, no agency has conducted research into examinees' or testusers' perceptions of the test's face validity. If such research reported low face validity for the test as a measure of productive language skills, it might provide further incentive for the test managers to clarify their operational definitions and to defend more vigorously their claims that this test of receptive abilities is also a valid measure of the productive skills.
Reliability
A test's reliability refers to its "consistency of measurement" (Bachman and Palmer, 1996: 19) However, these data pertain only to measurement of the receptive skills. (Woodford, 1982 (Woodford, : 8, 1997 Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1998a: section 4.2) As for the second issue, the SE values above can be used to calculate the range bands within which true scores fall, i.e. +/-the SE value 67% of the time, +/-1.96 times the SE value 95% of the time and +/-2.54 times the SE value 99% of the time. As to whether these range bands are acceptable is largely a matter of personal opinion, there seem to be no specific rules, but the author feels that these SE values are acceptable as they represent between only 5-7% of the total score range of 990 points.
As Hughes (1989: 3) points out, reliability is derived from various characteristics of the test itself and how it is scored. This test's reliability is high because: administration is highly standardised (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1999: 18-19) ; content is highly appropriate (section 6.1.3) and subject to continuous assessment (Woodford, 1997: 13) ; the multiple-choice format and machine-scoring are highly objective; and scores undergo an 'equating' procedure to account for differences between test forms (Woodford, 1982 (Woodford, : 5, 1997 13; Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1999: 10).
Hill and Parry (1994: 68, cited by Owen, 1997: 94) point out that machine-scoring yields scores that are not normally distributed because they are not standardised and this is certainly the case with the TOEIC® test. However, given that the test's main use is as a management tool in the business context, examinees and test-users do not usually need to know where individual scores sit on a distribution curve: they are more concerned with whether or not the score in question meets the proficiency requirements. The issue may however cause problems for applications in the language education context.
Despite the author's and others' distrust of the multiple-choice format on numerous grounds (Oller, 1979: 233; Hughes, 1989: 60-62) , it does have some advantages. Its objectivity greatly enhances reliability (Owen, 1997: 44) and the ease of marking facilitates swift result returns. There is also tenuous evidence to suggest that one of the chief criticisms of the format, i.e. that candidates can guess the correct answer, does not significantly affect scores (Woodford, P., 1992: 13) .
Fairness
While a test's design may be valid and reliable in all the above respects, it will still be inaccurate if it favours some examinees over others in some way. Clearly a universally fair test is desirable but inequalities can be introduced through, among other things, topical content or contexts which are biased with respect to occupation, personal interest(s) or knowledge, culture or nationality and a predominant use of one type of English over others.
The test's managers note that, in line with its purpose of testing general English language proficiency, the TOEIC® test does not require candidates to have specialised or technical knowledge (Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1999: 4) and appendix 3 seems to support this. Suomi (1992: 17) adds that the test uses country non-specific pictures in section 1 to avoid national bias and it does also seem to use a neutral form of English. As the test's managers explain, this high level of fairness is not simply fortuitous:
Every effort is made to ensure that the test is unbiased and culturally relevant to our many test-takers worldwide. The TOEIC test development team is very careful to:
Avoid language that is specific to U.S. English.
Avoid contexts that may be specific to one culture, or that may be foreign to test-takers from some cultures.
Ensure the balanced use of names from different nationalities.
Avoid the use of locations, people, or events that would be known in only certain regions or countries.
Avoid situations that are too specific to one occupational area.
Ensure that different cultures are adequately represented.
The finished test undergoes a stringent "fairness review", in collaboration with outside reviewers to be certain that all items are appropriate for use on a global basis.
(Chauncey Group International Ltd., 1998a: section 2.1).
In other words they take the proactive approach to test fairness advocated by Bachman and Palmer (1996: 127) .
Though a perfectly fair test, equal in every respect, is probably an unattainable ideal, particularly when testing on this scale, these extensive measures make the test as fair as possible and it is difficult to conceive how more might be reasonably expected.
Conclusion
This paper has examined the TOEIC® test with respect to its necessity, accuracy and the wider issues of proficiency levels and their consistent application. The author found that enough cogent literature exists to demonstrate the test's necessity, both in principle and practice, as it services the needs of employers and employees of numerous (particularly multi-national) corporations and those of educational institutions.
Given the scope of this paper and the very wide-range of settings in which the test is used, it was impossible to give a definitive answer to the question of what the required proficiency levels should be. However, insight was gained into how many organisations derive the proficiency levels best suited to their unique personnel requirements and a statement was made regarding the general nature of such proficiency charts.
Regarding the consistent application of an organisation's proficiency levels, a distinction was noted between educational institutions and business enterprises. While the former do often seem to disregard predetermined proficiency levels chiefly for economical considerations, the latter, if they do so at all, do so usually for other, very different mitigating professional and/or social considerations.
Finally, a lack of operational definitions and 'negative evidence' largely invalidates the test manager's claims of high construct and concurrent validities. Though content and face validities for the test as a measure of reading and listening abilities are high, the same cannot be said for it as a measure of writing and speaking ability. Such claims have little proven basis and are highly dubious. Also, no claim was made for, or evidence found in support of its predictive validity. However, persuasive cases exist to demonstrate the test's high reliability and fairness, but again only with regard to the measurement of the receptive language skills. A Can usually communicate adequately as a non-native speaker. Within his/her own realm of experience, he/she is capable of sufficient understanding and can typically respond with appropriate expressions even about topics outside his/her field of specialization. Although speech is not equivalent to that of a native speaker, he/she has a strong grasp of vocabulary, grammar, and structure and also has the ability to use the language relatively fluently.
Appendix 1 -The test's format

B
Is capable of communicating appropriately in most situations. Understands ordinary conversation well and can respond naturally. He/she also has the ability to respond in some fashion, even when the topic relates to specialized fields. There are typically no great barriers to communicating in usual business situations.
While some individual disparities exist in the level of correctness and fluency, and he/she also sometimes makes grammatical and structural mistakes, they are not sufficient to prevent him/her from being understood. C Sufficient knowledge for daily activities and conducting business within certain limits. Can understand the gist of an ordinary conversation and has no trouble in forming a response. However, he/she shows some disparities in the ability to respond correctly and to make himself/herself understood in more complicated situation. He/she has acquired a fundamental knowledge of grammar and structure, and has the vocabulary to communicate essential information even when he/she is lacking in expressive power. He/she is capable of responding to familiar topics. His/her knowledge of vocabulary, grammar, and structure is generally inadequate. However, if the other party is used to dealing with non-native speakers, he/she can manage to make himself/herself understood. E -860--730--470--220-He/she is not able to communicate adequately.
Even in a simple conversation at a slow pace, he/she can only partially understand. He/she is able to communicate in isolated phrases but not in full, grammatically correct sentences and does not effectively serve to make himself/herself understood.
This proficiency scale should be interpreted with consideration for individual circumstances and the communication needs of the situation in which each examinee will be placed. The actual score interpretation in terms of English language proficiency is at the discretion of individuals, schools, or organizations depending upon their specific requirements. The TOEIC Steering Committee has divided the Proficiency Scale into five levels from A to E, as can be seen in the chart above. If necessary for narrower calibration, levels C and D may be further divided into two scores: D2, from 220 to 350; D1, from 350 to 470; C2, from 470 to 600; and C1, from 600 to 730. A score of 350 is the average Englishlanguage proficiency upon graduation from college in Japan. A score of 600 is considered the minimum level of proficiency in English necessary for conducting international business. (Educational Testing Service, May 1st, 1997 revision) . Reprinted by permission of Educational Testing Service, the copyright owner.
Appendix 3 -Sample test questions
Sample Questions -Test of English for International Communication
With 200 questions, the TOEIC test measures a wide range of English proficiency. The following sample questions do not indicate the full range of difficulties you would find in an actual TOEIC test.
General Directions
The following general directions are taken directly from the test book. After the general directions are specific directions for each part of the test, along with sample questions for each of the parts. This is a test of your ability to use the English language. The total time for the test is approximately two hours. It is divided into seven parts. Each part of the test begins with a set of specific directions. Be sure you understand what you are to do before you begin work on a part. You will find that some of the questions are harder than others, but you should try to answer each question to the best of your ability. Your score will be based on the number of questions you answer correctly. Do not mark your answers in this test book. You must put all of your answers on the separate answer sheet that you have been given. When putting your answer to a question on your answer sheet, be sure to fill in the answer space corresponding to the letter of your choice. Fill in the space so that the letter inside the oval cannot be seen, as shown in the example on the following page.
Example:
Mr. Jones --------to his accountant yesterday. Sample Answer
The sentence should read, "Mr. Jones talked to his accountant yesterday." Therefore, you should choose answer (C). Notice how this has been done in the example above. Mark only one answer for each question. If you change your mind about an answer after you have marked it on your answer sheet, completely erase your old answer and then mark your new answer. You must mark the answer sheet carefully so that the test-scoring machine can accurately record your score.
Section 1 -Listening Comprehension
In this section of the test, you will have the chance to show how well you can understand spoken English. There are four parts to this section, with special directions for each part.
Part I:
Directions: For each question, you will see a picture in your test book and you will Listening hear four short statements. The statements will be spoken just one time. They will not The best response to the question "How are you?" is choice (A), "I am fine, thank you." Therefore, you should choose answer (A).
SAMPLE QUESTIONS Question 1
You will hear: 1. Ms. Morikawa has worked here for a long time, hasn't she? In your test book you will read a question about each conversation. The question will be followed by four answers. You are to choose the best answer to each question and mark it on your answer sheet. 
Section 2 -Reading
In this section of the test, you will have the chance to show how well you understand written English. There are three main parts to this section, with special directions for each part.
Part V: Incomplete
Directions: This part of the test has incomplete sentences. Four words or phrases, Sentences marked (A), (B), (C), (D), are given beneath each sentence. You are to choose the one word or phrase that best completes the sentence. Then, on your answer sheet, find the number of the question and mark your answer.
5. We regret to announce the -------of the training session scheduled for April 21. You are to identify the one underlined word or phrase that should be corrected or rewritten. Then, on your answer sheet, find the number of the question and mark your answer.
Example:
All employee are required to wear their A B Sample Answer identification badges while at work. C D Choice (A), the underlined word "employee," is not correct in this sentence. This sentence should read, "All employees are required to wear their identification badges while at work." Therefore, you should choose answer (A). 
The Museum of Technology is a "hands-on" museum, designed for people to experience science at work. Visitors are encouraged to use, test, and handle the objects on display. The passage says that the demonstrations are scheduled for the first and second Wednesdays of the month. Therefore, you should choose answer (B).
Questions 1-2 refer to the following card. 
NOTICE
If you are unable to work because of an extended illness or injury that is not work-related, you may be entitled to receive weekly benefits from your employer or the firm's insurance company.
• To claim benefits, you must file a claim form within thirty days of the first day of your disability.
• Before filing the claim, you must ask your doctor to fill in the "Doctor's Statement" on the claim form, stating the period of disability.
